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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 5/7/09 
has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1, 5-6, 9, and 12-13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rutz in 6372348 in view of Kato in 6162836. 

Regarding Claim 1 and 9: Rutz teaches an iron powder composition useful for making 

powder magnetic cores. Rutz teaches a starting iron-based core particle, which is iron 
based or nickel based. Preferred examples of starting powders are the ANCORSTEEL 
series (See Column 6, Lines 5-70). These powders are then provided with two different 
insulating layers. The first of these is considered a preinsulating layer and is typically a 
phosphate complex of iron (iron phosphate salt) (See Column 7, Line 55-Column 8, Line 
24). This phosphate salt can be created by the use of phosphoric acid or with other 
materials such as alkali metal or earth metal phophates. The iron powder with this 
preinsulating layer is then dried. 

After this step, an annealable insulating material is coated upon the iron 
phosphate salt layer. This insulating material is in the form of oxide particles dispersed 
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in a resin in a ratio of from .3:1 to 1 :1 (polymer: oxide). Tliis layer is continuous and non 
porous and decomposes at temperatures of 250 C or greater (See Column 4, Lines 17- 
70). Typical oxides used in this annealable material are silica, alumina, boria, sodium 
carbonate, etc (See Column 5, Lines 25-30). Comparable to the weight of the iron 
particles, this layer can be present from .001 to 15 wt%; meaning that the amount of the 
resin is from .00023 to 7.5 wt% of the composition (See Column 5, Lines 50-55). 

Furthermore, when these composite particles are to be used for compression 
molding or similar compaction techniques, Rutz teaches that it is advantageous to mix a 
lubricant in an amount up to 1 wt% with the composite particle. One exemplary 
lubricant composition is zinc stearate, which is a metallic soap. Therefore, in terms of 
the amount of lubricant used in his composition, Rutz teaches an overlapping amount 
with the instant claims. One of ordinary skill in the art need only select from this portion 
of the overlapping ranges to arrive at the invention as claimed. Overlapping ranges 
have been held to present a prima facie case of obviousness over the prior art. See 
MPEP 2144.04. 

Rutz is silent as to the particle size of zinc stearate used in his invention. 

However, Kato teaches zinc stearate having average particle sizes between 1 
and 2 (See Examples 1-5). These zinc stearates would be suitable in the invention of 
Rutz based on the fact that they are a lubricating composition as noted by Kato at line 
54-60 of Column 3. One of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to use the zinc 
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stearate of Kato in tine composition of Rutz based on the fact that Rutz explicitly notes 
advantages obtained by adding zinc stearate; however, Rutz is silent as to specific 
types and properties desirable in this zinc stearate. One would thus be motivated to 
add the zinc stearate composition of Kato in order to gain all the benefits noted by Rutz 
including, reduced stripping and sliding pressures. 

Regarding Claim 5 and 12: Comparable to the weight of the iron particles, the 
oxide/thermoplastic can be present from .001 to 15 wt%; meaning that the amount of 
the resin is from .00023 to 7.5 wt% of the composition (See Column 5, Lines 50-55). 
Suitable resins are noted on the top of Column 5, wherein alkyd, acrylic, and epoxy 
resins are noted. All of these resins are thermoplastic. Since they encapsulate the 
particles and the particles are disposed together prior to compaction and sintering, this 
thermoplastic is interposed between the particles. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 13: Rutz in view of Kato teaches a method of making 
a powder magnetic core using the aforementioned materials by using compression 
molding at an elevated temperature and a pressure ranging from 20-70 tsi. 

5. Claims 7 and 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rutz in 6372348 in view of Kato in 6162836 as applied to claims 6 and 13 above, and 
further in view of Rutz in 5306524 (Rutz2). 
6. 
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Please review the previous 103 rejection to discern the teachings of Rutz in view 
of Kato. 

Rutz in view of Kato are silent as to the expected fill rate of the final magnetic 
core. Only the density of the comparative examples are given and no indication of how 
these numbers compare to theoretical density are shown. 

However, Rutz2 shows the density of cores made of the same materials as those 
of Rutz in view of Kato, that being Ancorsteel 1000C. Rutz2 shows that the density of 
Ancorsteel compacts at 50 torr and 0% BN is approximately 7.391 g/cc where this 
represents 96.4% fill ratio. The comparative examples of Rutz shown in Table 1 state 
that the dual coated iron particles of the same material reach 7.26 g/cc. This figure in 
terms of the data given by Rutz2 would convert to approximately -95% fill rate. It is 
noted that the comparative examples of Rutz are cold molded. Rutz had previously 
stated that by performing compression at elevated temperatures, the compacted density 
of the core components is increased resulting in overall increased performance. 
Therefore, the final density of hot pressed magnetic cores of Rutz in view of Kato would 
necessarily be above 95% fill rate based upon the fact that the comparative cold 
pressed products reach 95% and improvements in density are expected when the core 
is compressed under an elevated temperature. 
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Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments witli respect to claim 1 and 9 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The new art takes into account the 
most recent amendments to the claim which omit BN as the sole lubricant. The 
previous reject was based on the presence of BN and thus the previously cited art Is 
withdrawn and a totally new rejection is put in place. This rejection has not been 
responded to, but it should be noted that any response indicating non-obviousness in 
view of the overlapping range of the prior art should include evidence and/or a 
declaration commensurate with the claimed subject matter. Attorney arguments are not 
sufficient to prove unexpected results over the prior art. See MPEP 71 6.01 C. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew E. Hoban whose telephone number Is (571) 
270-3585. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 7:30 AM to 
5 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Jerry Lorengo can be reached on (571) 272-1233. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J.A. LORENGO/ /Matthew E Hoban/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1793 Examiner, Art Unit 1793 



